Inspector Broome testified that one worker was exposed to
this hazard.  The frequency of his exposure would depend on the
number of times it would be necessary to shovel out the debris at
the tail pulley.

The same type of an accident could occur as with other
unguarded tail pulleys.  An accident could range from a bruised
hand to the loss of an arm to a fatality (Tr. 23).

The tail pulley was in plain sight.  In addition, the
inspector had informally advised the company about this condition
(Tr. 22-23) .

Discussion

The facts establish a violation of the standard.  The same
ruling applies to the defense of collateral estoppel.

Citation 588719

This citation proposes a penalty of $44 and it reads, in
part:

The walkway around the wash screen had an opening
on the sand screw end through which a man could fall
or step into the worm of the sand screw.

(Exhibit E-8)

The standard allegedly violated, 30 C.F.R, 56.11-12,
provides:

56.11-12 Mandatory. Openings above, below, or near
travelways through which men or materials may fall
shall be protected by railings, barriers, or covers.
Where it is impractical to install such protective
devices, adequate warning signals shall be installed.

The inspector saw one employee exposed to this condition.
Each time the employee walked around the .walkway he had to step
over the hole in the screen. The hole, about two feet by two
feet was in plain sight (Tr. 24),  A person could fall 2 1/2 to 3
feet if he fell through the hole (Tr, 25).

Discussion

The facts and the photograph CE-14).clearly establish a
violation of the regulation. Respondent's defense has been pre-
viously discussed.  It is again denied.

Citation 588720

This citation proposes a penalty of $52 and it reads, in
part;ances.  Servtex
